entitled Winning the Games Scientists Play. I vaguely remember its thread being purely Machiavellian -how to chair a committee so its conclusions are favourable to you, for example. I still remember feeling at the time that, if these were the rules, then I needed to play a different game; fortunately, my experience since is that plenty of scientists succeed enough by playing nicely. The Medawar and Wilson books are completely different animals: both are full of optimism, enthusiasm, and above all belief in science as an essential mixture of both truth and art. Medawar begins by addressing the question "how can I tell if I am cut out to be a scientifi c research worker?", and then he goes on to "what shall I do research on?" before broaching any details of experiments or writing. This is to say, his view of science begins with the human in the lab coat, followed by the interest and creativity of the problem, before details enter the scene. Similarly, Wilson demands fi rst passion and then an aptitude for solving problems before knuckling down (he also suggests that training in mathematics is not essential, a stance that has cost him some grief but certainly foreshadows modern biology). His take on bureaucracyavoid it for as long as you can -is wonderful advice, if hard to follow in our committee-obsessed age.
These two tomes and Bradshaw's work seem to come from different universes. The older books fi xate on the process of discovering things and the excitement of the new, while the newer one presents science in terms of some kind of commodity: it's presumed everyone has some, and it's important that you use it wisely and invest it, but it is a curiously non-specifi c and bloodless discipline. Indeed, the later book could easily be talking about a different academic fi eld, or even a publishing business, with relatively few changes required. As far as I can see, non-scientistshistorians and wordsmiths -would gain as much as scientists from reading it because the advice is as excellent as it is general, but it makes me wonder if the scarcity of resources is turning science from an extroverted and collaborative pursuit to a fussy and inward-looking argument.
This leads to the aspect of this book that troubles me. It puts me in mind of a medical textbook on orgasms: reliable and authoritative, but missing the real reasons why people want to have them. I don't believe very many people take up science, or relocate their lives to start PhDs, in order to be effective. To be sure, you need effectiveness to get anywhere, but passion and inquiry are essential to success at many levels. If you really believe you can discover something new, and that your fi ndings will make some kind of a difference, then your science will be more important and more interesting. Plus, getting up in the morning to change the world is much easier than getting up for another eight-plus hours of effi cient behaviour. My advice is, therefore, if you are full of ideas and obsessive about science but you don't know how to get everything done well, then The Effective Scientist is the book for you. If you're starting in science and you want to know what matters, read Wilson and Medawar, and get the belief and the fi eld sorted out before the nitty-gritty. Effectiveness is important, but the science that matters needs passion. What turned you on to biology in the fi rst place? My love of nature traces back to my childhood. I was always intrigued by the variety of shapes and colours that nature could provide. In fact, when I decided to become a biologist, I saw myself more as a natural scientist -wandering in a fi eld searching for weird plants or sailing on a boat looking for whales. Everything changed at university when I started to study subjects like Genetics and Molecular Biology. It was love at fi rst sight! I immediately realised that fi nally I had the instruments to really understand why a beautiful fl ower had that colour and that shape. I had no other choice than to become a researcher, although I still love wandering in a fi eld.
Why plant biology?
The fi rst explanation is very simple: I would have been completely unable to sacrifi ce an animal to perform my research. The second is this: if someone were to tell you that an organism exists that can live for thousands of years and transform light into sugar for its self-sustainment, and that contains stem cells capable of continuous organ regeneration, would I'm convinced that plant biology research is and will be the resource of amazing discoveries complementary to medical research.
What have been your biggest achievements in science? I have no doubt that setting up a fantastic team and transferring my passion for science to young people have been my biggest achievements. In the lab, we are like a family: always there for each other in terms of work but also in life. I can call there on any day and at any time and you can be sure that I will always fi nd somebody. I have seen them all together waiting for the results of a crucial experiment even if they were not directly involved in the project. There is really a team spirit in the laboratory. I'm so proud of it. Some people started as undergraduate students and now they are leading their own laboratories. I recently came across one of them at a congress where we were both invited speakers. While he was talking, I was so emotional and proud. I really felt like a mother -a scientifi c mother! Do you feel a push towards more applied science? I have a natural inclination for only asking why or how something works, without worrying so much about how it can be useful. At the moment, there is the common tendency of governments and granting agencies to favour the fi nancing of applied research over basic science. I think that applied science is very important, but it cannot exist without basic research. Fundamentally, we fi rst need to understand how a system works before we can then begin to manipulate it to our advantage. I think that we should learn from Leonardo da Vinci's words: "those who fall in love with practice without science are like the sailor who enters a ship without rudder or compass and who never can be certain where he is going."
What are your passions in life, outside the lab? I love art in all its forms. Being an artist and being a scientist have many things in common: they are both very creative workers, and in both cases you expose yourself to somebody else's judgement. The same harmony that I fi nd in nature upon understanding the molecular mechanisms behind a specifi c phenomenon I can fi nd in a good painting or while reading nice words in a poem. I love old botanical books probably because the combination of art and science is still very strong there. Old books always include wonderful prints that have the purpose of not only teaching the anatomy of the plant to the reader but also moving you with its beauty. Some of these illustrations are true pieces of art.
I also love carnivorous plants. They have developed the most amazing shapes and the way they have adapted to the surrounding environment is at times astonishing. I have many different species at home from all around the world. My dream is to go and look for them in their natural environment. I've already been successful with some of them, but I still have many trips to go.
Which historical scientist would you like to meet and what would you ask her/him? There are many, but if I had to choose it would probably be Gregor Mendel. I would fi rst congratulate him on his incredible intuitions and I would love to sit with him to talk about all the incredible discoveries that have been made since his time. I would love to see his face when I would tell him about the discovery of DNA, the way it duplicates and recombines, and the concept of genes.
There are not as many women as men in science who are considered successful. Why do you think that is? I do not know. I can only speak from my personal experience. I have never felt discriminated against as a woman in science, but there have been moments in my life when I have felt that being a scientist is probably easier for a man, and this was my impression when I had my daughter. It was 2005 and I was in the middle of establishing myself as a group leader. I remember that when Mina (my daughter) was just four months old I got an invitation to go to a congress. Eventually, I declined the invitation because I thought it was going to be too diffi cult to leave her behind for a week, and taking her with me was not an option. The same happened to her father a few months later and he had no problem with leaving her for a week. I think that women are keener to give up science for family matters, and often the way our society is organised does not help them to decide otherwise. Doing research is a very demanding job and it is not always easy to combine being a scientist with being a mother. I always felt guilty. I only realised that I'm probably doing a good job as a mother a few months ago when my daughter asked me, not for the fi rst time, to buy her a book that she needed for school. While I was apologising for having forgotten to buy it once again, she looked at me and said "mum, you are not an average mother but I know I can learn different things from you." I felt great! Is there any advice you would like to give to young female researchers? Never give up. And yes, it is possible to be a good mother and a good scientist, if you want to be both. Probably you will never win the prize for the best raspberry cake and it will happen that you miss some event at school. You have to accept to be "not an average mother"! 
